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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This communication is in response to Remarks filed 09/30/2005. 

2. Claims 1-12 and 14-21 are pending in the case. Claims 1,18, and 21 are 
independent. Claim 13 is canceled. 

3. Claims 3 and 1 9 have been amended. 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments, see Remarks filed 09/30/2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-12 and 14-21 have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a 
new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Maimon et al. (6,374,270). 



Claim Objections 



5. Claims 7, 10-12 and 15 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-3, 14, 18, 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Maimon et al. (6,374,270). 

As to claims 1,18 and 21, Maimon et al. teach: 

a computer based method for supplying comparative information about a least 
two specified items out of a group of items belonging to any one category, each item of 
the group having a corresponding data entry in the computer's storage (a group 
database that is statistically analyzed to create a related companies analysis, where 
each company has information stored within the database, col. 5, lines 45-50), the 
method comprising: retrieving from storage data entries corresponding to the specified 
items, among said retrieved entries comparing information associated with like topics 
(receiving information about each topic from the specified field, col. 6, lines 32-43)] and 
constructing one or more natural language sentences that reflect results of said 
retrieving and said comparing (constructing an abstract from one or more predefined 
templates, col. 6, lines 60-64)] providing a plurality of natural language sentence 
templates, whereby each possible combination of a topic and category of items 



Application/Control Number: 09/829,961 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2654 

associated with a particular template (constructing an abstract containing numerous 
sentences, where each sentence is created from a matching template, and where a 
matrix is used to create each possible combination, col. 6, lines 55-64); and inserting 
names, topics and values resulting from said comparing into appropriate respective 
fields in an appropriate one of said templates (inserting names, topics, and values into 
the respective fields within the matching template, col. 6, lines 45-55). 

As to claim 2, Maimon et al. teach there are also specified topics and said 
comparing is confined to the specified topics (specifying topics to be compared, col. 6, 
liens 32-43). 

As to claims 3 and 19, Maimon et al. teach not all stored data entries of any 
group necessarily include identical topics and said comparing includes comparing 
values associated with like topics, if any (comparing items within a matrix to be used to 
create the sentences, col. 5, line 48-54). 

As to claim 14, Maimon et al. teach combing a plurality of said statements having 
at least one item in common into a sentence, using connective words appropriate to the 
comparison-based relation between the respective statements (combining the created 
comparison statements into sentences and then into an abstract, col. 6, lines 50-63). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maimon et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kelman et al. 
(2004/0093255). 

As to claim 4, Maimon et al. does not teach: 

finding within said t least two of the retrieved entries any values that are mutually 
equal, grouping all items that correspond to any thus identified value together as a 
similarity group, noting their names and associating said group with said common topic 
and with said equal value; nor 

if no equal values are found, noting the names and values of all corresponding 
items, in association with said common topic. 

However, Kelman et al. teach for any topic common to at least two of the 
received entries - 

finding within said at least two of the retrieved entries any values that are 
mutually equal, grouping all items that correspond to any thus identified value together 
as a similarity group, noting their names and associating said group with said common 
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topic (feature) and with said equal value (a matrix is used to compare the scores of 
each of the products for each of the features, products that have matching features are 
then grouped together and their scores are turned into a comparison document within 
the supporting qualitative information. The comparison document is able to examine 
the scores for each product, and state those product that have scored equally, where 
the comparison document states the names of each product, and the feature compared, 
page 5, paragraph 68-70, and figures 3, and 4); and 

if no equal values are found, noting the names and values of all corresponding 
items, in association with said common topic (the comparison document of fig. 4 is able 
to find those features where the products scored differently, and create a document 
relating those products to each other, stating which scored higher within the selected 
feature, page 5, paragraph 68-70, and figures 3, and 4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teaches of Maimon et al. and the methods of 
Kelman et al. to create a system able to generate highly context-specific 
correspondence, white papers, qualification tools, sales strategy work-sheets, and 
competitive matrices, as taught by Kelman et al. (page 1, paragraph 6). 

As to claim 5, Maimon et al. teach constructing a natural language statement for 
each of said common topic which reflects respective results of substep (i) or substep (ii) 
(creating an abstract, containing numerous sentences, created from templates, col. 6, 
lines 55-63). 
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As to claim 6, Maimon et al. do no teach finding in the corresponding retrieved 
entry one or more values, if any, associated with the respective topic, that are different 
from the respective common value and noting any thus found value in association with 
the respective name and the respective topic; and constructing a natural language 
statement that includes the name and values noted in substep (iii) and appending it to 
the statement that reflects results of substep (i) with respect to the noted topic. 

However, Kelman et al. teach for any item in any similarity group - finding in the 
corresponding retrieved entry one or more values, if any, associated with the respective 
topic, that are different from the respective common value and noting any thus found 
value in association with the respective name and the respective topic; and constructing 
a natural language statement that includes the name and values noted in substep (iii) 
and appending it to the statement that reflects results of substep (i) with respect to the 
noted topic, (Table 1 shows similarity groups within different subranges of a topic, 
where each of the similarity groups is made up of a range of values. Within each 
similarity group, the scores are related to each other and a comparison statement is 
created based on the relation, (page 4, paragraph 61-63). The comparison statement 
necessarily finds the products within a certain similarity group that have different 
values). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teaches of Maimon et al. and the methods of 
Kelman et al. to create a system able to generate highly context-specific 
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correspondence, white papers, qualification tools, sales strategy work-sheets, and 
competitive matrices, as taught by Kelman et al. (page 1, paragraph 6). 

10. Claims 8, 9, 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maimon et al. as applied to claims 1 and 18 above, and further in 
view of Kelman et al. 

As to claims 8 and 20 Maimon et al. do not teach: 

any topic is associated with a range of values, extending between two extreme 
values, and with a numerical scale whose minimum and maximum values correspond to 
respective extreme values of the range, such a topic being a fuzzy topic; 

in any data entry the information associated with any fuzzy topic includes a 
position number within the respective scale, which number corresponds to a value 
within the respective range; nor 

said comparing includes, with respect to any fuzzy topic, comparing the 
respective position numbers. 

However, Kelman et al. teach any topic is associated with a range of values, 
extending between two extreme values, and with a numerical scale whose minimum 
and maximum values correspond to respective extreme values of the range, such a 
topic being a fuzzy topic, (Table 1 shows the process of creating a range of values for 
any given topic, creating minimum and maximum values, with extreme values, page 4, 
paragraph 62); 
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in any data entry the information associated with any fuzzy topic includes a 
position number within the respective scale, which number corresponds to a value 
within the respective range (Table 1 , shows a range of values, where each values 
corresponds to a certain output graphic and remark, page 4, paragraph 62); and 

said comparing includes, with respect to any fuzzy topic, comparing the 
respective position numbers (the score is compared against the table, and a 
significance statement is applied based on that comparison, page 4, paragraphs 62 and 
63). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teaches of Maimon et al. and the methods of 
Kelman et al. to create a system able to generate highly context-specific 
correspondence, white papers, qualification tools, sales strategy work-sheets, and 
competitive matrices, as taught by Kelman et al. (page 1, paragraph 6). 

As to claim 9, Maimon et al. do not teach finding among the said retrieved entries 
the highest and lowest position values, dividing the values between them into one or 
more identified subranges, associating each item with one of said subranges according 
to the corresponding position value and grouping all items according to their associated 
subranges, noting their respective names and noting for each group its respective 
subrange and the common topic. 

However, Kelman et al. teach finding among the said retrieved entries the 
highest and lowest position values, dividing the values between them into one or more 
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identified subranges, associating each item with one of said subranges according to the 
corresponding position value and grouping all items according to their associated 
subranges, noting their respective names and noting for each group its respective 
subrange and the common topic, (Table 1 shoes a topic that has been divided into 3 
separate value subranges, where each subrange leads to a different output. The 
products can them be compared based on the subranges, and the significance remarks 
linked to each of the subranges, where a competitive statement can be created, which 
would necessarily include the names, and scores of each product within that feature, 
page 4, paragraph 62, and 63). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teaches of Maimon et al. and the methods of 
Kelman et al. to create a system able to generate highly context-specific 
correspondence, white papers, qualification tools, sales strategy work-sheets, and 
competitive matrices, as taught by Kelman et al. (page 1, paragraph 6). 

As to claim 17, Maimon et al. teach a name (IBM, col. 6, lines 35-38), at least 
one topic, at least one of which is a fuzzy topic (company, col. 6, lines 30-35). 

Maimon et al. do not each associated with any fuzzy topic, a position number. 

However, Kelman et al. teach associated with any fuzzy topic, a position number, 
(a computer system on which a matrix is created, wherein the matrix includes a 
comparison of products by features, and has the ability to create a topic that is broken 
down into ranges, where a score is given to each product for each feature, and the 
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score is compared to the subranges of the topic, (page 4, paragraphs 60-63). It would 
be necessary that since the data gained from the matrix is then converted into a 
comparison document, the data is stored on the computer system). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teaches of Maimon et al. and the methods of 
Kelman et al. to create a system able to generate highly context-specific 
correspondence, white papers, qualification tools, sales strategy work-sheets, and 
competitive matrices, as taught by Kelman et al. (page 1 , paragraph 6). 

11. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maimon 
et al. as applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of Kelman et al. 

As to claim 16, Maimon et al. do not teach at least one topic is fuzzy and at least 
one topic has one or more values associated therewith and wherein said plurality of 
statements includes at least one statement relating to a fuzzy topic and at least one 
statement relating to one or more values 

However, Kelman et al. teach at least one topic is fuzzy and at least one topic 
has one or more values associated therewith and wherein said plurality of statements 
includes at least one statement relating to a fuzzy topic and at least one statement 
relating to one or more values, (Table 1 represents a topic divided into subranges, 
where each range of values is associated with a statement describing that subrange, 
page 4, paragraph 63). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teaches of Maimon et al. and the methods of 
Kelman et al. to create a system able to generate highly context-specific 
correspondence, white papers, qualification tools, sales strategy work-sheets, and 
competitive matrices, as taught by Kelman et al. (page 1, paragraph 6). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

As to claim 7, Maimon et al. teach using natural language sentence templates to 
create a group of sentences, forming an abstract. The sentences are created from a 
database of comparative information, and the abstract is used to convey information 
drawn from the comparisons. However, Maimon et al. do not teach identifying any topic 
that is no uncommon to any two or more of the retrieved entries, nor creating a natural 
language statement that includes the name, topic, and values of the uncommon entries. 

As to claim 10, Maimon et al. teach using natural language sentence templates 
to create a group of sentences, forming an abstract. The sentences are created from a 
database of comparative information, and the abstract is used to convey information 
drawn from the comparisons. However, Maimon et al. do not teach any fuzzy topic is 
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further associated with a set of relational words, appropriate to its range of values, and 
wherein said constructing includes constructing, for any noted topic, natural language 
statements containing noted names, and relational words that reflect positions of 
respective noted subranges relative to each other or relative to said highest and lowest 
position values or relative to said scale. 

As to claim 15, Maimon et al. teach using natural language sentence templates 
to create a group of sentences, forming an abstract. The sentences are created from a 
database of comparative information, and the abstract is used to convey information 
drawn from the comparisons. However, Maimon et al. do not teach providing a library 
of connective phrases, selecting one or more phrases from said library at random, nor 
concatenating a plurality of sentences that relate to a common category, whereby they 
are augmented by said selected phrases. 

Claims 1 1 and 12 would also be allowable since they depend on above indicated 

claims. 

Conclusion 



13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See PTO-892. 
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14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas E. Shortledge whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7612. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (571)272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



273-8300. 
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